REMARKS 



Upon entry of this Amendment, claims 1-47 are pending in the Application. Claims 12, 
1 7, 1 8, 3 1 , 33, 34, and 42 have been withdrawn. Claims 44-47 are added by this Amendment. 
The Applicants wish to thank the Examiner for the indication of allowable subject matter in 
claims 2, 3, 5, 22, and 38. 

102 Rejections 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1, 4, 6-8, 10, 11, 13, 15, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Arguin, et al. (U.S. 5,890,603). The Examiner states on page 2, 
paragraph 4 of the Office action that Arguin teaches a "frame" engageable with a display board 
10. The Applicants respectfully disagree. Arguin is directed to a flexible band for attaching 
pictures, notes, and the like to an appliance 10. Arguin makes no mention of and does not teach 
a frame for a display board , as claimed in Applicants' claim 1. Because of this, the Applicants 
respectfully submit that Arguin does not teach or suggest each and every element of the 
Applicants' claims, and thus the 102 rejection based on Arguin is improper. 

The Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the 102 rejection and allowance of 
independent claim 1. Dependent claims 2-18 depend from claim 1 and are therefore allowable 
for the same reasons as discussed with respect to claim 1 , as well as for other reasons not 
discussed herein. 

With respect to withdrawn claims 12, 17, and 18, the Applicants submit that independent 
claim 1 is generic and allowable over the cited references, and that claims 12, 17, and 18 depend 
from claim 1. Therefore, the Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner consider the 
subject matter of withdrawn claims 12, 17, and 18, and that the Examiner allow claims 12, 17, 
and 18. 

The Examiner has also rejected claims 19, 20, 25, 27, and 29 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Baudino (U.S. 5,743,414). On page 4, paragraph 16 of the Office action, 
the Examiner states that with respect to claim 19, Baudino teaches a display board 1 1 and a 
frame 23 coupled to the display board, the firame defining a gap 34 dimensioned to receive and 
hold a sheet. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Baudino teaches a display board with a frame that defines a gap dimensioned to receive 
and hold a clip 39 that can support a dry erase marker, or other implements. The gap is not 
dimensioned to receive and hold a sheet, as claimed in claim 19 of the AppHcants' pending 
application, but rather is dimensioned to receive the clip. The gap is dimensioned such that a 
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sheet could be inserted into the gap, but the frame of Baudino would not hold the sheet because 
the gap as described is not appropriately sized to both receive the clip and hold a sheet without 
allowing the sheet to fall out of the gap. The Examiner even recognizes this deficiency in 
Baudino on page 5, paragraph 25 of the Office action where the Examiner states that "Baudino 
does not teach the gap adapted to hold a sheet." Thus, the Applicants respectfully submit that 
Baudino does not teach or suggest each and every element of claim 19. 

The Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the 102 rejection and allowance of 
independent claim 19. Dependent claims 20-34 depend from claim 19, and are thus allowable 
for the same reasons as discussed with respect to claim 19, as well as for other reasons not 
discussed herein. 

With respect to withdrawn claims 31, 33, and 34, the Applicants submit that independent 
claim 19 is generic and allowable over the cited references, and that claims 31, 33, and 34 
depend from claim 19. Therefore, the Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner consider 
the subject matter of withdrawn claims 31,33, and 34, and that the Examiner allow claims 3 1 , 
33, and 34. 

103 Rejections 

The Examiner has rejected claims 23, 24, 28, 30, 32, 35-37, 39-41, and 43 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baudino in view of Arguin. The Examiner states that 
Baudino teaches a frame surrounding a dry erase board, the frame defining a gap, but that 
Baudino fails to teach the gap adapted to hold a sheet. The Examiner further states that it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to surround the dry erase board of Baudino 
with the "frame" taught by Arguin to provide a means to hold a sheet as an additional display 
device. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 493, 20 U.S.P.Q. 2d 1438, 1442 (Fed. 
Cir. 1991). Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Id. Finally, the prior art 
reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In re 
Rovka. 490 F.2d 981, 985, 180 U.S.P.Q, 580, 583 (CCPA 1974); MPEP §§706.02(j), 2143.03. 

In establishing a prima facie case of obviousness, it is incumbent upon the Examiner to 
provide a reason why one of ordinary skill in the art would have been led to modify a prior art 
reference or to combine reference teachings to arrive at the claimed invention. Ex parte Clapp> 
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227 U.S.P.Q. 972, 973 (Bd. Pat. App. & Int. 1985). The Examiner can only establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness by pointing out some objective teaching in the prior art references 
themselves that would lead one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the relevant teachings and 
the references. In re Fine. 837 F.2d at 1074, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d at 1598-99; In re Jones. 958 F.2d 347, 
351, 21 U.S.P.Q.2d 1941, 1943-44 (Fed. Cir. 1992); MPEP §2143.01. 

The Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has shown no motivation, in the 
cited references or otherwise, to modify the display board of Baudino with the flexible band of 
Arguin and thus, the combination of references is improper. Nothing in the references suggests 
the desirability of providing a frame around a display board that allows the display board to 
receive and hold sheets of paper. Arguin teaches a flexible band for holding items, such as 
pictures or notes, around an appliance but does not teach the desirability of providing a similar 
device on a display board where notes or information may be written on and/or displayed 
directly on the display board itself The frame of Baudino teaches holding implements to use 
with the display board. Nothing in either reference teaches or suggests the desirability of 
providing a frame around a display board that is capable of holding a sheet. Without establishing 
the motivation to combine the references, the Examiner fails to establish the prima facie case of 
obviousness. Thus, Baudino and Arguin cannot be properly combined to reject any claims of the 
Applicants' application. 

Further, replacing the frame of Baudino with the band of Arguin would render the dry 
erase board of Baudino unsuitable for its intended purpose. To being, the band taught by Arguin 
is not a frame, but rather is just a flexible band that can encircle an appliance to provide a means 
to hold a note or photo adjacent the appliance. The band of Arguin does not provide support to 
the appliance, nor does the band "frame" or visually set off a display surface, both of which are 
fiinctions of a frame on a display board. 

In addition, using the band of Arguin, which is dimensioned to hold a sheet, as a frame 
for the display board of Baudino would be unsuitable for receiving the clip to hold the marker or 
other implements. The purpose of providing the frame of Baudino is to be able to accept the clip 
for supporting the implements for use with the board to keep those implements in close 
proximity for the user. As discussed above, a frame dimensioned to so hold the clip/implements 
would not be appropriately sized to hold a sheet. Thus, combining the dry erase board of 
Baudino with the device of Arguin would render the board of Baudino unsuitable for its intended 
purpose, further making the combination of references improper. 
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Therefore, the Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 35 is allowable over 
the prior art. Claims 36-43 depend from claim 35 and thus are allowable for the same reasons as 
discussed with respect to claim 35, as well as for other reasons not discussed herein. 

With respect to withdrawn claim 42, the Applicants submit that independent claim 35 is 
generic and allowable over the cited references, and that claim 42 depends from claim 35. 
Therefore, the Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner consider the subject matter of 
withdrawn claim 42, and that the Examiner allows claim 42. 

With respect to claims 23, 24, 28, 30, 32, each of those claims depend from claim 19, and 
are thus allowable for the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 19 and for the reasons 
discussed above with respect to claim 35, as well as for other reasons not discussed herein. 

The Examiner has also rejected claim 20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Baudino in view of Meccia, et al. (U.S. 6,767,591). As discussed above, claim 20 depends 
from claim 19 and is thus allowable for the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 19, as 
well as for other reasons not discussed herein. 

The Examiner has also rejected claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Arguin. As discussed above, claim 9 depends from claim 1 and is thus allowable for the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1, as well as for other reasons not discussed 
herein. 

New Claims 

The Applicants have added new claims 44-47 by this Amendment to define fiirther 
patentable subject matter. No new matter is added by these claims. New independent claim 44 
recites a display board assembly comprising a display board and a frame coupled to the display 
board, the frame including a first projection and a second projection. The first and second 
projections define a gap dimensioned to receive and hold a sheet without any deformation of the 
first and second projections. 

Arguin does not teach or suggest a frame of any kind that is configured to receive and 
hold a sheet without any deformation of the frame. The band 12 of Arguin is made of a pliable, 
rubbery material that is designed to be deformed to insert and hold a note, picture, or the like. 
Claim 44 specifies that the Applicants' frame is designed to receive and hold a sheet without any 
deformation of the projections, resulting in a simpler and easier to use frame that can receive and 
hold sheets. Similarly, Baudino teaches a pliable frame that is designed to be deformed to 
receive and hold the clip 39 that can support a marker or other implement for use with the dry 
erase board of Baudino. Thus, the references cited by the Examiner do not teach or suggest the 
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subject matter of claim 44, and the Applicants respectfully submit that claim 44 is patentable 
over the prior art. Claims 45-47 depend from claim 44 and are thus allowable for the same 
reasons as discussed with respect to claim 44, as well as for other reasons not discussed herein. 



For all of these reasons, entry of this Amendment and allowance of claims 1-47 are 
respectfully requested. 

The undersigned is available for a telephone conference at any time. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Kevin P. Moran 
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